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Comments on Remaining Issues Regarding the Performance Plan in 
Arizona 

George S. Ford, Z-Tel Communications 

The purpose of this document is to respond to the “Open Issues” list created after the December 
18 and 19 PAP workshops, particularly those issues to which Z-Tel was assigned. Where 
relevant, the responses contained herein are supported by spreadsheets (including all formulas 
used therein) for review and validation. In some cases, the Modified Qwest Proposal (submitted 
by Z-Tel earlier in this proceeding) has been altered in an attempt to reach consensus with 
Qwest on particular issues. A new version of the Modified Qwest Proposal is provided (Exhibit 
2). A redlined version is also provided as part of this filing (Exhibit 3). 

The Commission requested responses from Z-Tel on the following issues: 

PAP-3 
PAP-4 
PAP-5 
PAP-6 

PAP-8 

PAP- 10 
PAP- 12 
PAP- 13 

Six months review in Texas has led to changes in the SBC PAP. 
Appropriateness of the K-table. 
Dispute concerning use of cap for penalties. 
Other proposed PAP changes: . . 

. 
What would penalty results be if a simulation using Qwest performance data 
were run? 
Is a severity factor needed? How should it apply to the proposed plan? 
Tier 2 payments. WorldCom and Z-Tel oppose Qwest’s Tier 2 proposal. 
Should penalties fall back to their original amount after 2 months of 
compliance? Should repeated occurrences cause fall backs to escalate to higher 
levels? 

Unused monthly cap should roll forward 
There should be a minimum per occurrence penalty. 
Penalties for repeat monthly occurrences should be accelerated. 
There should be direct payment to CLEC in lieu of bill credits. 

I will address each issue in turn, pointing to the exhibits when necessary. 

Response to PAP-3: 

PAP-3 inquires about the appropriate trigger for a ”root cause analysis.” After the six-month 
review in Texas, a two-consecutive month standard was adopted for root cause analysis. While 
accepting all other modifications to the Texas Plan implemented after the six-month review, 
Qwest has not incorporated the two-consecutive month standard into its plan. Generally, 
deviations from the Texas Plan are not peer se undesirable. For example, Qwest rejected the Texas 
Plan’s treatment of benchmark measures, recopzing  the inherent flaw in the Texas approach. 
Given the wealth of other flaws with the Texas Plan, doing things differently in Arizona is not 
problematic. 

Regardless of the features of the Texas Plan, repeated (or severe) failure seems to be a 
reasonable trigger for further investigation in the form of a root cause analysis. The exact 
specification of such a trigger is a judgment call. As long as all the parties agree that root cause 
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analysis can be triggered, the Commission should be able to weigh the various positions and 
establish a reasonable trigger. I propose that a root cause analysis be performed for any measure 
that misses three consecutive months (at any level) or two consecutive months at a mean 
difference of 25% or above. While it is possible to construct more complicated triggers to deal 
with failures that are persistent, but not consecutive, it is impossible to specify, ex ante, all 
conditions under which a root cause analysis is warranted. Thus, the Commission should 
establish formally its right to initiate a root cause analysis under circumstances it deems 
warrant further investigation. 

Response to PAP-4 

The debate over the K-Table was not new to the December workshop. I have provided all 
parties to this proceeding evidence that the K-Table in the Qwest proposal is computed 
incorrectly. My spreadsheet is available on the internet (www.egroupassociates.com) (and is 
filed here as Exhibit 4) and all formulas used are contained therein. The purported purpose of 
the K-Table’s is to adjust the critical z-score and K value so that the cumulative binomial 
distribution is 0.95 (which is interpreted as a 5% significance level). If the cumulative 
distribution is computed from the numbers contained in Qwest’s proposed K-Table, the 0.95 
level is not attained. 

A more serious problem with the Qwest K-Table is that it is conceptually invalid. For example, 
assume the significance level of the mean difference test is 5% (which is the case in the Qwest 
Plan). If 100 statistical tests are performed, five of these test will, on average, fail due to Type I 
error alone (a false positive). That is true only if all 100 tests are, in fact, in parity. Thus, the 
appropriate number of excluded failures should be five tests, not the 8 proposed by the Qwest 
K-Table. Using the Qwest K-Table will overstate the number of Type I errors (and thus 
exclusions) by 47%, on average. The fact that the K-Table overstates the expected (or average) 
number of Type I errors is undisputable on statistical grounds. 

The K-Table, if computed correctly, is more suitable to testing whether or not the null 
hypothesis that all measures are in parity than it is in determining the appropriate number of 
exclusions. For example, the K value for 100 measures, determined from the binomial 
distribution with a 5% probability of success and a cumulative distribution of 95%, is 9 tests.1 
Note that the expected (or average) number of Type I failures is not 9 tests. Rather, the correct 
interpretation of the K value is that more than 9 tests will fail due to Type I error less than 5% of 
the time. Thus, if 10 tests are failed, then we can be better than 95% confident that the null 
hypothesis of parity for all measures is invalid (we reject the null). If the null hypothesis of 
parity is rejected, then a true means difference does exist and Type I1 error comes into play. 
Note that if a means difference does exist, then there is no Type I error. 

1 The actual cumulative distribution will be less than 5% due to the integer problem. 
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Z-Tel, in this filing, submits to the Commission the Balanced Exclusion Table (Exhibit 1, 
Spreadsheet Exhibit 1, and applied in Exhibit 2). The Balanced Exclusion Table computes the 
appropriate number of exclusions gven Qwest, per month, for Type I error. The Balanced 
Exclusions Table employs the ”K-Table” as a test of the parity hypothesis and considers both 
Type I and Type I1 error. This table is summarized and described in Exhibit 1. The Balanced 
Exclusion Table provides Qwest with exclusions equal to the expected number of Type I failures 
(i.e., 5% of the tests performed) if the parity hypothesis that all measures are in parity cannot be 
rejected. If the null hypothesis of all measures in parity is rejected, then the number of 
exclusions is adjusted (downward) for Type I1 error. Adjusting for Type I1 error requires that 
sample size be considered and the Balanced Exclusion Table does so.2 In a simple specification 
of the Balanced Exclusion Table, the table can be replaced with simple (formulaic) rules for 
computing exclusions.3 Further, a single critical value is used (1.65) rather than multiple critical 
values, as Qwest’s K-Table requires. The single critical value and the decision to always round 
up increases the number of exclusions provided Qwest. 

Response to PAP-5 

Conceptually, a cap on remedy payments is undesirable. Once the cap is reached, there is no 
counterbalance to Qwest’s incentive to discriminate against CLECs. A procedural cap, 
however, is much less problematic in that anticompetitive incentives continue to be addressed 
during a procedural review of Qwest’s performance. Z-Tel supports a procedural cap of 44% of 
net revenue, or $114 million for Qwest-AZ. 

Under the Texas Plan, increasing the cap has little impact because it is nearly impossible for the 
cap to be reached, even under widespread failure. For example, using the Performance Plan 
Simulator, it can be shown that if &l measures are “non-conforming” (at a z-score of 2.00), 
Southwestern Bell must process about 232 million Tier 1 transactions in a given month to reach 
its monthly cap for the state of Texas (about $24 million).4 

The extremely low prospects for cap-level remedies in Texas are supported by actual data from 
Texas. For Tier 2 (aggregate CLEC data), the average payment per percentage point of failure 
was about $12,000 during September, October, and November.5 Thus, if 100% of measures 

2 Type I1 error is computed based on the observed performance of SBC Texas on the aggregate CLEC data. 

3 See the Z-Tel Performance Plan Simulator for an application of the Balanced Exclusion Table. 

4 The assumptions for the Plan Simulator include a) all penalties are at the “first month” level; b) the z-score 
failure is 2.00; c) the distribution factor is 1; d) sample size ranges from 30 to 730,000; and e) 100% failure of 636 
measures. Even if the duration penalties were at their maximum value (6 months of repeated failure), about 14 
million orders are required to reach the monthly cap (assuming that no cap has rolled forward). 

For Texas performance statistics, see SBC’s Ex Parte Submission, Texas 1.7 HOMR, Docket No. 00-217 
(December 21, 2000). The Ex Parte can be downloaded at 
https:/ /net.sbc.com/PublicAffairs/LongDistance/TX 1.7 HOMR.pdf and the ”Tier 1 and Tier 2 Liquidated 
Damages” table is available at https://clec.sbc.com. 
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failed, the total Tier 2 remedy payment would be $1,200,000. During this time period, Tier 2 
payments were roughly 41% of total payments, suggesting that 100% failure at current failure 
and penalty levels would produce a total penalty (Tier 1 and Tier 2) of about $2,900,000, or 
about 12% of the total (unrolled) monthly cap in Texas.6 

If the unmodified Texas Plan were applied to Qwest in Arizona, the monthly cap of $9.5 million 
($114 million annually at 44% of net revenue) would be reached if Qwest processed about 71 
million transactions per month.7 Qwest has incorporated improvements in its Plan relative to 
the Texas Plan, so the number of orders will be lower than for the (unmodified) Texas Plan. 

Response to PAP-6 

A number of issues are covered under PAP-6. I will respond to each in order. 

First, if an absolute cap is used, the unused monthly cap should “roll forward.” Absolute caps 
are, as described above, undesirable. By rolling forward the unused caps, the perverse 
incentives created by the cap are partially offset. 

Z-Tel has proposed that minimum penalty be applied to per-occurrence measures. Due to the 
nature of per-occurrence calculations, small sample sizes produce small penalties regardless of 
the actual consequences of the discrimination. For example, if Z-Tel submits 50 test orders and 
all receive poor performance, Z-Tel likely would slow its process of entry until service quality 
improved. This delay in the development of competition has important financial consequences 
for both Z-Tel and consumers. The penalty for 50 “occurrences” is a pittance relative to the 
retained profits and consumer surplus consequences of the discrimination. 

Z-Tel originally proposed a minimum penalty amount of $5,000 regardless of CLEC sample 
size. In the spirit of compromise, Z-Tel offers to lower the minimum penalty to $2,500 for 
measures with fewer than 100 orders (on a CLEC-by-CLEC basis). Duration and severity 
factors, discussed next, will counter any weakening of incentives provided by this reduction in 
the proposed minimum penalty. 

Both the Qwest Plan and the Modified Qwest Plan accelerate penalties for repeated failures. 
There is no dispute that this acceleration is appropriate. While the Qwest Plan presents penalty 
levels that increase with duration, the Modified Qwest Plan provided factors that apply to a 
base penalty amount. These two approaches are alternative specifications of the same thing; the 
practical effect of both approaches is identical.8 There are two meaningful differences between 
the Qwest and Modified-Qwest Plan on the issue of duration penalties. First, the Qwest Plan 

6 Total payments are estimated by $1,200,000/0.41. 

7 Using the same assumptions for the Plan Simulator as in the Texas example. 

8 The implicit factors of the Qwest Plan easily are computed, as are the implicit penalties of the Modified Qwest 
Plan. 
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stops the acceleration at six-months. Qwest has provided no explanation for this peculiar 
feature of their plan except that the Texas Plan does so. As a practical matter, if the six-month 
penalty is not sufficient to halt discrimination in month seven, then the penalty is still too low 
and further acceleration is warranted. Second, the two plans differ in that the Modified Qwest 
Plan has 'sticky' duration penalties. In other words, after a duration penalty is applied for a 
second time, the penalty amount is not returned to the initial level. Repeated failure is a good 
indicator that the initial penalty level was too low and needs to be permanently increased to 
induce compliance. 

Finally, Z-Tel has proposed that direct payment to CLECs be used in lieu of bill credits. Direct 
payment is easier to handle and does not create perverse incentives for Qwest as do bill credits. 
Virtually every CLEC prefers direct payment to bill credits and Qwest has yet to present (to my 
knowledge) any valid reason to use bill credits. Furthermore, if bill credits are used, two entire 
payment systems must be designed, implemented, and administered because direct payment is 
required for Tier 2 payments and for any payments that exceed the CLEC's bill. The 
transparency of direct payment to Qwest's management also is desirable in that it may serve as 
a better motivator to improve service than will bill credits. Finally, Z-Tel's experience is that 
ILEC bills are highly inaccurate. Resolving billing disputes is complicated enough; the process 
does not need to be further complicated by incorporating remedy payments into the monthly 
bills. 

Response to PAP-8 

I have developed a performance plan simulator that is capable of evaluating the impact on 
penalties of various aspects of the plan. The simulator is available on the Internet 
(www.eRroupassociates.com) - - and is submitted in this filing (Exhibit 5). Most of the remaining 
differences between the Qwest and Modified Qwest Plan can be analyzed using the simulator. 

Response to PAP-10 

The Zone Parity and Modified Qwest Plans both contain severity factors and a discussion of 
why such factors are needed. Put simply, providing a customer marginally bad service is much 
different than providing that customer very bad service. Larger deviations from parity can be 
expected to have more serious implications on a per-occurrence basis than smaller deviations. 
Additionally, if the initial penalty is set too low, the severity factors keep discrimination in 
check by raising the penalty for larger levels of disparity. 

At small differences between ILEC and CLEC performance, the severity factors are irrelevant. It 
is only when the differences get very large that the factors begin to influence the penalty level. If 
the initial penalty levels proposed by Qwest are sufficiently large to induce compliance, as 
Qwest claims, then the severity factors should be of no significance to the company. Only when 
CLEC service quality levels are expected to fall well below the service Qwest provides to itself 
should Qwest be concerned with the use of severity factors. 
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Somewhat related to this issue is that the Qwest Plan truncates the total penalty paid to CLECs 
for a given measure at a 100% of the means difference. Clearly, a 500% difference between 
means is not equivalent to a 100% difference in means. However, the Qwest Plan requires no 
more penalties be paid for a 500% difference than it does a 100% difference. The claim that 
”occurrences” cannot exceed orders is unconvincing. The per-occurrence calculation scheme in 
the Qwest Plan (and the Modified Qwest Plan) does not count the number of ”occurrences” of 
discrimination. Rather, the procedure simply calculates the percent difference between means 
and then scales that by the order count.9 At a minimum, the percent difference between ILEC 
and CLEC means should be unbounded so that differences exceeding 100% are not ignored. 

One compromise position Z-Tel would find acceptable is to unbound the means differences (so 
that differences can exceed 100%) and apply the severity factors only to duration penalties. In 
other words, as long as a measure is not missed repeatedly, the severity factors do not apply. 
This proposal, of course, presumes that the duration factors are ”sticky.” Severity factors would 
not apply to any base penalty, whether or not that base penalty is the result of a ”sticky” 
duration factor. 

Response to PAP-12 

The Tier 2 portion of the Modified Qwest Plan proposes that Tier 2 be conducted in the same 
manner as Tier 1 except that the aggregate CLEC data is used and all payments go to a state 
fund of some sort. To date, Qwest has not provided any explanation for why particular 
measures should be treated differently in Tiers 1 and 2. It seems apparent that measures 
believed to have a ”High  influence on a CLEC‘s ability to offer service likewise should have a 
”High  impact on CLECs as a whole. While there may be reasons for excluding particular 
measures from Tier 2, these reasons should be stated explicitly for review by interested parties. 
Until Qwest provides explanations for excluding measures, Z-Tel’s position is that all measures 
should be included in Tier 2. Z-Tel is open, however, to discussion about why particular 
measures should be excluded. 

Response to PAP-13 

Both the Modified Qwest Plan and the Zone Parity Plan propose “sticky” duration penalties. 
Common to all plans, duration penalties are required because repeated poor performance 
indicates that the base penalty level was insufficient to incent the ILEC to provide compliant 
service. For example, if the ILEC benefits $100 from an act of discrimination, then a $50 penalty 
will insure that discrimination occurs because the net benefit of the discriminatory act is 
positive ($50 to be exact). If the penalty is increased to $100, then the ILEC‘s net benefit from 
discrimination is zero and compliant service is expected. If the duration penalty of $100 is 

9 For example, assume the ILEC provides to all of its customers at a one day interval. For the CLEC, half of the 
orders get one day service while the other half get three day service. The mean level of service for the CLEC is twice 
that of the ILEC (100% difference), but only one-half of the CLEC‘s customers received ’’discriminatory service.” 
Zone Parity is the only proposed plan that remotely computes the true number of ”mean shifting” observations. 
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effective, but $50 is not, why then would the penalty be returned to its initial level of $50? 
Returning the penalty to a level known to be ineffective is illogical. 

The Modified Qwest Plan allows for the return to the base penalty after compliance during the 
first experience of repeated violations. If the duration factors are invoked a second time, 
however, the Modified Qwest Plan resets the base penalty to the highest duration penalty paid. 
After all, it is that highest duration penalty that achieved compliance. 

It is unlikely that the arbitrary penalty levels established by the Qwest Plan will equal the 
effective level for all 600 or so measures. In fact, divine intervention is required to know, ex 
ante, the effective penalty levels for each measure and even each CLEC. With sticky duration 
factors or penalties, the choice of initial or base penalties need not be perfect. Over time, the 
effective penalty level will be reached. Of course, without sticky duration factors, the penalty 
levels with migrate back-and-forth between effective and ineffective levels. Instability in 
effectiveness is not a characteristic of a well-designed performance plan. 

Recognizing that the incentives of the ILEC may change over time, at some future date the base 
penalties inflated by duration factors may be reduced slowly. For example, penalties might be 
reduced 10% per month to the initial base penalty unless, of course, non-compliance is 
experienced during this process. However, the Commission must be careful to not provide the 
ILEC a motivation to game the system by resetting the penalties. This type of gaming is more 
likely for penalties that have, over time, become substantially larger than the initial base 
penalty. 
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Balanced Exclusion Table 
T = Number of Statistical Tests Performed (excluding benchmarks). 
F = Number of Observed Test Failures (z > 1.65) 
N = Average CLEC Sample Size for All'Metrics.or Potentially Excluded Metrics 

Parity-Null Critical Expected Type I 
< A  

Number of Tests Value Failures Exclusions 

T K aT F<K F>K 
N <= 1,450 N > 1,450 

10 
20 
30 
40 
50 
60 
70 
80 
90 
100 
110 
120 
130 
140 
150 
160 
170 
180 
190 
200 
250 
300 
350 
400 
450 
500 
550 
600 
650 
700 
750 
800 
900 

2 
3 
4 
4 
5 
6 
7 
7 
8 
9 
9 
10 
11 
11 
12 
13 
13 
14 
15 
15 
18 
21 
24 
27 
30 
33 
36 
39 
42 
45 
48 
50 
56 

0 
1 
1 
2 
2 
3 
3 
4 
4 
5 
5 
6 
6 
7 
7 
8 
8 
9 
9 
10 
12 
15 
17 
20 
22 
25 
27 
30 
32 
35 
37 
40 
45 

0 

1 
1 
2 
2 
3 
3 
4 
4 
5 
5 
6 
6 
7 
7 
8 
8 

9 
9 
10 
12 
15 
17 
20 
22 
25 
27 
30 
32 
35 
37 
40 
45 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
1 x (1 - F/T) 
1 x (1 - F/T) 
2 x (1 - F/T) 
2 x (1 - F/T) 
3 x (1 - F/T) 
3 x (1 - F/T) 
4 x (1 - F/T) 
4 x (1 - F/T) 
5 x (1 - F/T) 
5 x (1 - F/T) 
6 x (1 - F/T) 
6 x (1 - F/T) 
7 x (1 - F/T) 
7 x (1 - F/T) 
8 x (1 - F/T) 
8 x (1 - F/T) 
9 x (1 - F/T) 
9 x (1 - F/T) 
10 x (1 - F/T) 
12 x (1 - F/T) 
15 x (1 - F/T) 
17 x (1 - F/T) 
20 x (1 - F/T) 
22 x (1 - F/T) 
25 x (1 - F/T) 
27 x (1 - F/T) 
30 x (1 - F/T) 
32 x (1 - F/T) 
35 x (1 - F/T) 
37 x (1 - F/T) 
40 x (1 - F/T) 
45 x (1 - F/T) 

1000 62 50 50 50 x (1 - F/T) 
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THE MODIFIED QWEST ARIZONA PERFORMANCE 
ASSURANCE PLAN 

1.0 Introduction 

In conjunction with its applications to State Commissions for approval under Section 271 of the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996 (the “Act”) to offer in-region long distance service, Qwest 
Corporation (“Qwest”) proposes the following Performance Assurance Plan (“PAP”). Qwest is 
committed to continued compliance with its Section 271 obligations. As proof of that commitment, 
Qwest is prepared to voluntarily enter into a monitoring and enforcement mechanism, as outlined 
below, as a demonstration of its commitment to continue to satisfy Section 251 of the Act.’ 

The Qwest PAP mirrors the performance assurance plan approved by the Federal Communications 
Commission (“FCC”) for Southwest Bell Telephone Company-Texas, but remedies a number of 
shortcomings in the Texas Plan and incorporates numerous improvements.2 Qwest believes that 
controversy can be avoided and the resources of the State Commissions and the Company can be 
best utilized by avoiding a drawn out process of creating a performance assurance plan from 
scratch. Therefore, Qwest has taken the extraordinary step of duplicating key elements of the 
approved Texas plan and adjustment the plan where necessary to remedy flaws and improve the 
plan’s effectiveness. 

The FCC has recognized that performance assurance plans may vary widely from state to state, but 
that the key elements of any plan should fall within a “zone of reasonableness” such that the plans 
provide incentives sufficient to foster on-going satisfaction of 27 1  requirement^.^ Rather than 
“reinvent” key elements, the Qwest PAP adopts the basic principles of theTexas enforcement plan 
structure, including its statistical test, payment computation, and initial payment levels. 
Furthermore, the Qwest PAP puts at risk 44% of the Company’s “net revenues” derived from local 
exchange services. 

2.0 Plan Structure 

The Qwest PAP is a two-tiered, self-executing remedy plan. The plan is developed to provide 
individual CLECs with Tier-1 payments if Qwest does not provide parity between the service it 
provides to the CLEC and that which it provides to its retail customers, or if Qwest fails to meet 
applicable benchmarks. In addition, the PAP provides Qwest with additional incentives to satisfy 
parity and benchmark standards by requiring Qwest to make Tier-2 payments--payments to State 
Funds established by the State Commissions--if Qwest fails to meet parity and benchmark 

Specifically, the enforcement plan 
In the Matter of the Application by 

1 

Order, June 30,2000. 

Id., para. 423. 3 

is intended to satisfy Sections 251(c)(2)(C) and 251(c)(3) of the Act. 
SBC Communications, Inc., CC Docket No. 00-65, Memorandum Opinion and 

Page - 1 MODIFIED BY GEORGE FORD, Z-TEL COMMUNICATIONS. THE CHANGES CONTAINED 
HEREIN DO NOT NECESSARILY REFLECT THE VIEWS OF QWEST COMMUNICATIONS. 
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standards on an aggregate CLEC basis. Tier-2 payments are over and above the Tier-1 payments 
made to individual CLECs. 
In the Qwest PAP, performance measurements are given different weightings to reflect relative 
importance by the designations of High, Medium, and Low. Payment is generally on a per 
occurrence basis, i.e., a set dollar payment times the number of non-conforming service events. 
For the performance measurements which do not lend themselves to per occurrence payment, 
payment is on a per measurement basis, i.e., a set dollar payment. The level of payment also 
depends upon both the severity and duration of non-conforming performance, i.e., the payments are 
increased with larger deviations from parity in a single month and repeated failures across months. 

The parity standard is met when the service Qwest provides to CLECs is equivalent to that which it 
provides to its retail customers. Statistically, parity exists when performance results for the CLEC 
and for the Qwest retail analogue result in a Z-value that is no greater than the 1.65 (a 5% 
significance l e ~ e l ) . ~  The Qwest PAP employs the Balanced Exclusion Table in order to adjust 
payments for Type I and Type I1 errors. 

For performance measurements that have no Qwest retail analogue, agreed upon benchmarks are 
used. Benchmarks are evaluated using a “stare and compare” method. For example, if the 
benchmark is 95% or better, Qwest performance results must be at least 95% to meet the 
benchmark. When sample sizes are less than 100, percentage benchmark values will be adjusted to 
round the allowable number of misses to the next higher integer. For example, in the event of a 
95% benchmark, the number of misses is 5% times the sample size, rounded up to the nearest 
integer. Benchmark measures are not included for purposes of the Balanced Exclusion Table. 

3.0 Performance Measurements 

The Qwest PAP incorporates performance measurements that will ensure Qwest’s service 
performance to competitors can be measured and monitored so that any degradation of the agreed 
upon level of service is detected and corrected. CLECs operating in Qwest’s region offer services 
through several modes, including resale, interconnection, and the purchase of unbundled network 
elements. The performance measurements incorporated into the Qwest PAP are broad based 
enough to cover all the modes of entry. 

Performance measurements have been developed in the 271 collaborative workshops. Each of the 
measurements have been given a precise definition, called a Performance Indicator Definition 
(“PID”), that includes specification of the unit of measure, the data to be utilized in the 
measurement, and the standard. The standard may be a parity comparison of CLEC service 
performance with the Qwest retail analogue. When no retail analogue exists, the standard is a 

The standard Z-test is based on normal statistical theory. If the sample size is large enough, the sample mean will 4 

follow a known normal distribution that is dependent on the variance of the data and on the sample size. A sample size 
of 30 is generally considered sufficient, although the required minimum sample size is dependent on the statistical 
skewness of the data being sampled. The assumption of a normal distribution is what allows the Z-test. When the 
sample size becomes too small, the distribution of the sample mean is no longer normal and the Z-test may not be 
reliable. In that event, other methods, as described below, may be appropriate. 
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benchmark. The PIDs have been agreed to among Qwest, the CLECs, and participating State 
Commission staff members. 

The performance measurements incorporated into the Qwest PAP are shown in Attachment 1. 
Similar to the approved Texas plan, the measurements are designated as Tier-1, Tier-2, or both 
Tier-1 and Tier-2. The measurements are also given a High, Medium, or Low designation, 
reflective of relative importance. Of the TBD measurements that the parties have agreed to in the 
ROC PID workshops, Qwest incorporates TBD of the measurements into the PAP.’ 

4.0 Statistical Measurement 

Qwest proposes the use of a statistical test, namely the modified “Z-test,” for evaluating the 
difference between two means (i.e., Qwest and CLEC service or repair intervals) or two 
percentages (e.g., Qwest and CLEC proportions), to determine whether a parity condition exists 
between the results for Qwest and the CLEC(s). The modified Z-tests are applicable if the number 
of data points are greater than 30 for a given measurement. For testing measurements for which the 
number of data points are 30 or less, Qwest may use a permutation test to determine the statistical 
significance of the difference between Qwest and CLEC(s). 

Qwest will be in conformance when the monthly performance results for parity measurements 
(whether in the form of means, percents, or proportions and at the equivalent level of 
disaggregation) are such that the calculated Z test statistics are not greater than 1.65. Qwest will be 
in conformance with benchmark measurements when the monthly performance result equals or 
exceeds the benchmark if a higher value means better performance, and when the monthly 
performance result equals or is less than the benchmark if a lower value means better performance. 

Of the 20 PIDs not included in Qwest’s PAP, 14 are diagnostic or parity by design. As such, it is not appropriate to 
include them in a performance assurance plan. The remaining 6 measurements are not included because they were not 
requested by the CLECs in the Arizona 271 performance assurance workshops that are underway or are duplicative of 
other measurements that are included. 

5 
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MQWEST = Qwest average or proportion 

MCLEC = CLEC average or proportion 

2 o Qwest = Calculated variance for Qwest 

nQwest = number of observations or samples used in Qwest measurement 

nCLEC = number of observations or samples used in CLEC measurement 

The Z tests will be applied to reported parity measurements that contain more than 30 data points. 

In calculating the difference between Qwest and CLEC performance, the above formulae apply 
when a larger Qwest value indicates a better level of performance. In cases where a smaller Qwest 
value indicates a higher level of performance, the order is reversed, i.e., MCLEC - MQWEST. 

For parity measurements where the performance delivered to CLEC(s) is compared to Qwest 
performance and for which the number of data points is 30 or less, Qwest will apply a permutation 
test to test for statistical significance. Permutation analysis will be applied to calculate the z 
statistic using the following logic: 

Calculate the z statistic for the actual arrangement of the data 
Pool and mix the CLEC and Qwest data sets 
Perform the following 1000 times: 

Randomly subdivide the pooled data sets into two pools, one the same size as the 
original CLEC data set (ncLEc) and one reflecting the remaining data points, and one 
reflecting the remaining data points, (which is equal to the size of the original Qwest 
data set or nQwEsT). 
Compute and store the Z-test score (ZS) for this sample. 

Count the number of times the Z statistic for a permutation of the data is greater than the 
actual Z statistic 
Compute the fraction of permutations for which the statistic for the rearranged data is 
greater than the statistic for the actual samples 

If the fraction is greater than a, the significance level of the test, the hypothesis of no difference is 
not rejected, and the test is passed. 
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5.0 Balanced Exclusion Table 

The application of the Balanced Exclusion Table is as follows. First, compute the number of tests 
performed (T). Compute the number of test failed (F) based on a critical value of 1.65 (or -1.65). 
Compare the number of failed tests to the K value. If F < K, then the null hypothesis of parity 
service is accepted and 0.05.T exclusions are provided Qwest (the expected number of Type I 
failures). If F > K, then the null hypothesis of parity service is rejected and the exclusions are 
adjusted to account for Type I1 error. If the average sample size for the CLEC is less than or equal 
to 1,450 (for parity measures only), then no measures are excluded because Type I1 error exceeds 
Type I error. For average CLEC sample sizes greater than 1,450, exclusions equal 0.05.T.(1 - F/T). 

While the Balanced Exclusion Table is presented in table form, all the values are more readily 
determined using simple algorithm. Determining the number of exclusions is accomplished as 
follows. First, compute T, F, K, and the average CLEC sample size ( 
of parity across all measures is tested by comparing F and K. If F < K, then the assumption of 
parity across measures is accepted and exclusions equal 0.05.T (because the significance level is 
0.05). Alternately, if F > K, then parity is rejected and exclusions are adjusted as follows. If F > K 
and n: I 1,450, then no exclusions are given. If F > K and n: >1,450, then exclusions equal 
0.05.T.(1 - F/T). Any statistical package, Excel, or Lotus 1-2-3 performs these computations easily 
and quickly. 

Second, the hypothesis 

Kis  derived from the binomial distribution. In Microsoft Excel, the command is [=CRITBINOM(T, 0.05,0.95)]. 
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Balanced Exclusion Table 
T = Number of Statistical Tests Performed (excluding benchmarks). 
F = Number of Observed Test Failures (z > 1.65) 
N = Average CLEC Sample Size for All Metrics or Potentially Excluded Metrics 

Parity-Null Critical Expected Type I 
Number of Tests Value Failures Exclusions 

T K aT F < K  F > K  
N <= 1,450 N > 1,450 

10 
20 
30 
40 
50 
60 
70 
80 
90 
100 
110 
120 
130 
140 
150 
160 
170 
180 
190 
200 
250 
300 
350 
400 
450 
500 
550 
600 
650 
700 
750 
800 
850 
900 
950 

2 
3 
4 
4 
5 
6 
7 
7 
8 
9 
9 
10 
11 
11 
12 
13 
13 
14 
15 
15 
18 
21 
24 
27 
30 
33 
36 
39 
42 
45 
48 
50 
53 
56 
59 

0 
1 
1 
2 
2 
3 
3 
4 
4 
5 
5 
6 
6 
7 
7 
8 
8 
9 
9 
10 
12 
15 
17 
20 
22 
25 
27 
30 
32 
35 
37 
40 
42 
45 
47 

0 
1 
1 
2 
2 
3 
3 
4 
4 
5 
5 
6 
6 
7 
7 
8 
8 
9 
9 
10 
12 
15 
17 
20 
22 
25 
27 
30 
32 
35 
37 
40 
42 
45 
47 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
1 x (1 - F/T) 
1 x (1 - F/T) 
2 x (1 - F/T) 
2 x (1 - F/T) 
3 x (1 - F/T) 
3 x (1 - F/T) 
4 x (1 - F/T) 
4 x (1 - F/T) 
5 x (1 - F/T) 
5 x (1 - F/T) 
6 x (1 - F/T) 
6 x (1 - F/T) 
7 x (1 - F/T) 
7 x (1 - F/T) 
8 x (1 - F/T) 
8 x (1 - F/T) 
9 x (1 - F/T) 
9 x (1 - F/T) 
10 x (1 - F/T) 
12 x (1 - F/T) 
15 x (1 - F/T) 
17 x (1 - F/T) 
20 x (1 - F/T) 
22x(l-F/T) 
25 x (1 - F/T) 
27 x (1 - F/T) 
30 x (1 - F/T) 
32 x (1 - F/T) 
35 x (1 - F/T) 
37 x (1 - F/T) 
40 x (1 - F/T) 
42 x (1 - F/T) 
45 x (1 - F/T) 
47 x (1 - F/T) 

1000 62 50 50 50 x (1 - F/T) 
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6.0 Tier-1 Payments to CLECs 

Tier-1 payments to CLECs relate solely to the performance measurements designated as Tier-1 on 
Attachment 1. For purposes of calculating the amount of payments, the Tier-1 performance 
measurements are categorized as High, Medium, and Low. The amount of payments for non- 
conforming service varies depending upon the High, Medium, and Low designations and upon the 
duration of the non-conforming condition, as described below. “Non-conforming” service is 
defined in section 4.0. 

6.1 Determination of Non-conforming Measurements: The number of performance measurements 
that are determined to be “non-conforming” and, therefore, eligible for Tier-1 payments, are limited 
according to the Balanced Exclusion Table. The Critical Z-value of 1.65 is the statistical standard 
that determines for each CLEC performance measurement whether Qwest has met parity. 
Exclusions from the Balanced Exclusion Table determine the number of measurements that are 
excluded from the payment calculation described in section 7.0 and 8.0. The number of exclusions 
is determined from Table 1 by totaling the number of performance measurements (for which a 
statistical test is performed) applicable to a CLEC during a month where the sample size is 10 or 
greater. A description of how the Balanced Exclusion Table is applied is provided in Section 5.0. 

6.2 Determination of the Amount of Payment: Tier-1 payments to CLECs, except as provided for 
in section 10.0, are calculated and paid monthly based on the number of performance 
measurements exceeding the Critical Z-value of 1.65, subject to the adjustments made by the 
Balanced Exclusion Table. Payments will be made on either a per occurrence or per measurement 
basis, depending upon the performance measurement, using the dollar amounts, duration factors, 
and severity factors specified in Table 2 below. The dollar amounts vary depending upon whether 
the performance measurement is designated High, Medium, or Low, escalate depending upon the 
number of consecutive months for which Qwest has not met the standard for the particular 
measurement, and escalate based on the percentage difference between the performance of the 
ILEC and CLEC7 

During the first experience of repeated failures for a given measure, the payment amount returns to 
the base payment (the duration factor is set to 1) after two-months of conformance. If the duration 
factors are applied again to the same measure, the base penalty is increased to the highest payment 
made prior to conformance. In other words, during and after the second episode of repeated failure, 
the payments do not return to the base payment level.8 

For those performance measurements listed on Attachment 2 as “Performance Measurements 
Subject to Per Occurrence Payments With a Cap,” payment to a CLEC in a single month shall not 

For purposes of assessing severity, the percentage difference for percentage benchmarks and parity measures is 
calculated as (ILEC - CLEC)/( 1 - ILEC), if higher percentage values indicate better performance. 
* After a long spell of conformance, the Commission may initiate an investigation to determine whether or not the 
economic incentives of Qwest have changed adequately to warrant a slow markdown of the increased base payment. 
This reduction in the base payment will occw in 10% increments, unless non-conformance is again observed in which 
case the payment is increased to the highest base payment for which conformance was observed for more than three 
months. 
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exceed the amount listed in Table 2 below for the “Per Measurement” category. For those 
performance measurements listed on Attachment 2 as “Performance Measurements Subject to Per 
Measure Payments,” payment to a CLEC will be the amount set forth in Table 2 below under the 
section labeled “per measure.” Both ‘Per Occurrence’ and ‘Per Measure’ payment caps are subject 
to duration and severity factors. 

MeandB enchmark 
Difference 
Factor 

TABLE 2: TIER-1 PAYMENTS TO CLECS 

~ 2 2 5 %  ~ 2 5 0 %  ~ 2 7 5 %  s 2  100% s 2  1.25% s 2 P ?  

1.25 1.5 1.75 2 2.25 1 +x 

7.0 Tier-2 Payments to State Funds 

Payments to State Funds established by the State Regulatory Commissions under Tier-2 of the 
Qwest PAP provide additional incentive to correct on-going non-conformance. The payments 
apply to all Tier 1 measures and the aggregate CLEC data is used. Similar to the Tier-1 structure, 
Tier-2 measurements are categorized as High, Medium, and Low and the amount of payments for 
non-conformance varies according to this categorization. 
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7.1 Determination of Non-conforming Measurements: The determination of non-conformance 
will be based upon the aggregate of all CLEC data for each Tier-2 performance measurement. 
“Non-conforming” service is defined in section 4.0. The number of performance measurements 
determined to be “non-conforming” and, therefore, eligible for Tier-2 payments, is limited 
according to the 1.65 Critical Z-value and the Balanced Exclusion Table. The Critical Z-value of 
1.65 is the statistical standard that determines for each parity performance measurement whether 
Qwest has met parity. Conformance with benchmarks is based on a “stare and compare” analysis. 

7.2 Determination of the Amount of Payment: Tier-2 payments are calculated and paid monthly 
based on the number of performance measurements exceeding the Critical Z-value of 1.65 or 
falling short of established benchmarks. Payment will be made on either a per occurrence or per 
measurement basis, whichever is applicable to the performance measurement, using the dollar 
amounts specified in Table 3 below. The dollar amounts vary depending upon whether the 
performance measurement is designated High, Medium, or Low. Like Tier 1 payments, Tier 2 
payments vary by both the duration and severity of the disparity (with the factors specified in Table 
2). 

For those Tier-2 measurements listed in Attachment 2 as “Performance Measurements Subject to 
Per Measurement Payment,” payment to a State Fund will be the amount set forth in Table 3 under 
the section labeled “per measure”. Severity and duration factors apply to per-measure payments. 

7.3 Use of the Funds: Qwest payments to the State Funds shall be used in a competitively-neutral 
manner and shall not re-enter Qwest’s revenue stream. 

TABLE 3: TIER-2 PAYMENTS TO STATE FUNDS 

Per occurrence 
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Per MeasurementKap 

$75,000 
Medium $30,000 

I Low I $20,000 I 

8.0 Step by Step Calculation of Tier-1 Payments to CLECs 

The following describes step-by-step the calculation of Tier- 1 payments. The calculation will be 
performed monthly for each CLEC. 

8.1 Application of the Exclusions: 

For each CLEC, determine the total number of Tier-1 performance measurements’ that measure the 
service provided by Qwest for the month in question. From Table 1 in section 5.0, determine for 
each CLEC the number of applicable exclusions. 

For each CLEC, identify the Tier-1 performance measurements with a minimum sample size of 10 
that Qwest’s service performance is “non-conforming” for the month in question, using the Critical 
Z-value of 1.65. 

For the retail analogue performance measurements that are identified as non-conforming, group the 
measurements according to the High, Medium, and Low categories shown on Attachment 1. 

Within each High, Medium, and Low group, sort the performance measurements in ascending 
order based on the number of data points or transactions used to develop the performance 
measurement result (e.g., service orders, collocation requests, installations, trouble reports). 

Exclude the first failures designated as Low up to the number of exclusions provided by the 
Balanced Exclusion Table , starting with the performance measurement that has the fewest number 
of underlying data points. If the number of performance measurements in the Low category is less 
than the number of Exclusions, repeat the process next with the Medium category and then the 
High category until a total number of excluded performance measurements have been excluded. If 
all Low, Medium and High measurements are excluded by this process, then no payment is due. 
Non-excluded and “non-conforming” performance measurements, if any, are used to calculate Tier- 
1 payments to each CLEC. 

The following qualifications apply to the general rule of excluding performance measurements as 
described above. A performance measurement, for which the payment is on a per measure basis, 

For the purpose of determining the K value and Critical Z-values, each disaggregated category of a performance 9 

measurement with a minimum sample size of 10 counts as “one” measure. For instance, a performance measurement 
that is disaggregated into 10 products, each further disaggregated into two geographic areas would count as “20” 
measurements. 
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will not be excluded unless the amount of that measure’s payment is less than the payment that 
would result for each remaining measure. 

8.2 Performance Measurements for which Payment is Per Occurrence: 

The following describes the calculation of Tier-1 payments to CLECs in which payment is based 
upon a per occurrence dollar amount. 

8.2.1 Performance Measurements that are Averages or Means: 

Step 1 : For each performance measurement, calculate the average or the mean that would yield the 
Critical Z-value of 1.65. Use the same denominator as the one used in calculating the Z-statistic 
for the measure. 
Step 2: Calculate the percentage differences between the actual averages and the calculated 
averages. The calculation is % diff = (CLEC result - Calculated Value)/Calculated Value. 

Step 3: For each performance measurement, multiply the total number of data points by the 
percentage calculated in the previous step and the per occurrence dollar amounts taken from the 
Tier-1 Payment Table to determine the payment to the CLEC for each non-conforming 
performance measurement. 

8.2.2 Performance Measurements that are Percentages: 

Step 1 : For each performance measurement, calculate the percentage that would yield the Critical 
Z-value of 1.65. Use the same denominator as the one used in calculating the Z statistic for the 
measure. 
Step 2 :  Calculate the percentage difference between the actual percentages for the CLEC and the 
calculated percentages. The calculation is % diff = (CLEC % result - Calculated % 
Value)/Calculated % Value. 

Step 3: For each performance measurement, multiply the total number of data points by the 
difference in percentage calculated in the previous step and the per occurrence dollar amount taken 
from the Tier-1 Payment Table to determine the payment to the CLEC for each non-conforming 
performance measurement. 

8.2.3 Performance Measurements that are Ratios or Proportions: 

Step 1 : For each performance measurement, calculate the ratio that would yield the Critical Z- 
value. Use the same denominator as the one used in calculating the Z-statistic for the measure. 
(For benchmark measurements, use the benchmark value.) 

Step 2: Calculate the percentage difference between the actual rate for the CLEC and the 
calculated rate. The calculation is % diff = (CLEC % rate - Calculated rate)/Calculated rate. 

Step 3: For each performance measurement, multiply the total number of data points by the 
difference calculated in the previous step and the per occurrence dollar amount taken from the Tier- 
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1 Payment Table to determine the payment to the CLEC for each non-conforming performance 
measurement. 

8.3 Performance Measurements for which Payment is Per Measure: For each performance 
measurement that Qwest fails to meet the standard, the payment to the CLEC is the dollar amount 
shown on the “per measure” portion of the Tier-1 Payment Table. 

9.0 Step by Step Calculation of Tier-2 Payments 

The following describes step by step the calculation of Tier-2 payments. The calculation will be 
performed monthly using the aggregate CLEC performance results. All Tier-2 payments will be 
made to a designated state fund. 

Determine the total number of Tier-2 performance measurements1o that measure the service 
provided by Qwest to all CLECs for the month in question. From Table 1 in section 5.0, determine 
the number of exclusions to be used below. 

Identify the Tier-2 performance measurement for which Qwest’s service performance is non- 
conforming for the month in question, using the Critical 2-value of 1.65. 

For each performance measurement that is identified as non-conforming, payment will be 
calculated as described below. 

9.1 Performance Measurements for which Payment is Per Occurrence: 

The following describes the calculation of Tier-2 payments to the State Fund in which payment is 
based upon a per occurrence dollar amount. 

9.1.1 Performance Measurements that are Averages or Means: 

Step 1 : Calculate the monthly average or the mean for each performance measurement that would 
yield the Critical Z-value of 1.65 for each month. Use the same denominator as the one used in 
calculating the Z-statistic for the measure. (For benchmark measurements, use the benchmark 
value.) 

Step 2: Calculate the percentage difference between the actual averages and the calculated 
averages for each month. The calculation for parity measurements is % diff = (actual average - 
calculated average)/calculated average. 
Step 3: For each performance measurement, multiply the total number of data points each month 
by the percentage calculated in the previous step. Multiply this result by the per occurrence dollar 

For the purpose of determining the Critical Z-value, each disaggregated category of a performance measurement with 
a minimum sample size of 10 counts as “one” measure. For instance, a performance measurement that is disaggregated 
into 10 products, each W h e r  disaggregated into two geographic areas would count as “20” measurements. 

10 
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amount taken from the Tier-2 Payment Table to determine the payment to the State Fund for each 
non-conforming performance measurement. 

9.1.2 Performance Measurements that are Percentages: 

Step 1 : For each performance measurement, calculate the monthly percentage that would yield the 
Critical Z-value of 1.65 for each month. Use the same denominator as the one used in calculating 
the Z-statistic for the measure. (For benchmark measurements, use the benchmark value.) 

Step 2: Calculate the percentage difference between the actual percentages and the calculated 
percentages for each non-conforming measure. The calculation is % diff = (CLEC % result - 
Calculated & Value)/Calculated % Value. This formula is applicable where a high value is 
indicative of poor performance. The formula is reversed where high performance is indicative of 
good performance. 

Step 3: For each performance measurement, multiply the total number of data points by the 
difference in percentage calculated in the previous step. Multiply this result by the per occurrence 
dollar amounts taken from the Tier-2 Payment Table to determine the payment to the State Fund 
for each non-conforming performance measurement. 

9.1.3 Performance Measurements that are Ratios or Proportions: 

Step 1 : For each performance measurement, calculate the ratio that would yield the Critical Z- 
value of 1.65 for each month. Use the same denominator as the one used in calculating the Z- 
statistic for the measure. (For benchmark measurements, use the benchmark value.) 

Step 2: Calculate the difference between the actual rate for the CLEC and the calculated rate for 
each month of the non-conforming three-month period. The calculation is % diff = (CLEC % rate 
- Calculated rate)/Calculated rate. 
This formula is applicable where a high value is indicative of poor performance. The formula is 

reversed where high performance is indicative of good performance. 

Step 3: For each performance measurement, multiply the total number of data points by the 
difference calculated in the previous step for each month. Multiply the result by the per occurrence 
dollar amounts taken from the Tier-2 Payment Table to determine the payment to the State Fund 
for each non-conforming performance measurement. 

9.2 Performance Measurements that Payment is Per Measure: 

For each performance measurement that Qwest fails to meet the standard, the payment to the State 
Fund is the dollar amount shown on the “per measure” portion of the Tier-2 Payment Table. 

10.0 Low Volume and Developing Markets 
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In the event the monthly volume of a CLEC participating in the PAP is more than 10 but less than 
100 for an individual measure, Qwest will make Tier- 1 payments of a minimum of $2,500 to the 
CLEC if during a month Qwest fails to meet the parity or benchmark standard for the performance 
sub-measurement. 

At the 6-month reviews, the Commission, CLECs, and Owest will consider adiustments to the 
minimum payment including the possible exclusion of particular measures or a reduction or 
increase in the minimum payment amount. 

11.0 Payment 

Payments to CLECs or the State Fund shall be made one month following the due date of the 
performance measurement report for the month for which payment is being made. 

Payments to CLECs and . the State Fund will be made via check or wire transfer. 

12.0 Cap on Tier-1 and Tier-2 Payments 

There shall be a procedural cap on the total payments by Qwest during a calendar year for each of 
the 14 states. The cap amounts by state are shown on Attachment 3. The cap represents 44% of 
the “net revenues,” where net revenues are defined in the FCC’s order approving the Bell Atlantic- 
New York 271 application and affirmed in the FCC order approving the Southwest Bell Telephone- 
Texas 271 application.” The procedural cap applies to the aggregate of Tier-1 and Tier-2 
payments to CLECs, excluding payments made pursuant to any other alternative performance 
obligations pursuant to an interconnection agreement with a CLEC and any other payments 
required by State Commissions pursuant to service quality rules, orders or other agreements that 
relate to the same or analogous service. If the procedural cap is reached during any consecutive 12 
month period Qwest shall, within 30 days, file a petition with the State Commission for an 
expected hearing showing why it should not be required to pay remedies in excess of the 
procedural cap. Payments shall be made to escrow during this proceeding. 

In the event the annual procedural cap is reached within a calendar year or one-sixth of the cap is 
reached in a single month and it is determined that poor performance alone is the cause of such 
payments, Qwest shall cease offering in-region interLATA services to new customers. 

13.0 Limitations 

Federal Communications Commission, CC Docket No. 99-404, Memorandum Opinion and Order, December 22, 11 

1999, Para. 436 and footnote 1332; Federal Communications Commission, CC Docket No. 00-65, Memorandum 
Opinion and Order, June 30,2000, Para 424. 
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13.1 Qwest’s PAP shall not become available in a State until approval by the State Commission. 
The Plan shall be in effect six-months prior to a 271 filing before the FCC. 

13.2 Qwest shall be liable for Tier-1 or Tier-2 payments to any CLEC offering services in the state 
using resale, interconnection, or unbundled elements. 

13.3 Qwest shall not be obligated to make Tier-1 or Tier-2 payments for any measurement if and 
to the extent that non-conformance for that measurement was the result of any of the following: a 
Force Majeure event; an act or omission by a CLEC that is contrary to any of its obligations under 
its interconnection agreement with Qwest or under the Act or State law; or an act or omission by a 
CLEC that is in bad faith.12 Qwest will not be excused from Tier-1 or Tier-2 payments on any 
other grounds, except as described in paragraph 12.7. Qwest will have the burden to demonstrate 
that its non-conformance with the performance measure was excused on one of the grounds 
described in this PAP. 

13.8 Whenever a Qwest Tier-1 payment to an individual CLEC exceeds $3 million in a month, or 
when all CLEC Tier-1 payments in any given month exceed the monthly cap (section 12.0), Qwest 
may commence a show cause proceeding. Upon timely commencement of the show cause 
proceeding, Qwest must pay the balance of payments owed in excess of the threshold amount into 
escrow, to be held by a third party pending the outcome of the show cause proceeding. To invoke 
these escrow provisions, Qwest must file with the Commission, not later than the due date of the 
Tier-I payments, an application to show cause why it should not be required to pay any amount in 
excess of the procedural threshold. Qwest will have the burden of proof to demonstrate why, under 
the circumstances, it would be unjust to require it to make the payments in excess of the applicable 
threshold amount. If Qwest reports non-conforming performance to a CLEC for three consecutive 
months on 20% or more of the measurements reported to the CLEC and has incurred no more than 
$1 million in liability to the CLEC, the CLEC may commence a similar show cause proceeding. In 
any such proceeding the CLEC will have the burden of proof to demonstrate why, under the 
circumstances, justice requires Qwest to make payments in excess of the amount calculated 
pursuant to the terms of the PAP. 

14.0 Reporting 

Upon FCC 27 1 approval for a state, Qwest will provide CLECs, whose transactions are monitored 
by the PAP, a monthly report of Qwest’s performance for the measurements identified in the PAP 
by the 25th day of the month following the month for which performance results are being 
reported. In addition to the descriptive statistics for the measures, the report shall include the 
payment, if any, levied for each individual measures and indicate which measures were excluded 
by the Balanced Exclusion Table. Qwest will collect, analyze, and report performance data for the 
measurements listed on Attachment 1 in accordance with the most recent version of the Service 
Performance Indicator Definitions (PID). Upon a CLEC’s request, data files of the CLEC’s raw 

l2 Examples of bad faith conduct include, but are not limited to: unreasonably holding service orders andor 
applications, “dumping” orders or applications in unreasonable large batches, “dumping” orders or applications at or 
near the close of a business day, on a Friday evening or prior to a holiday, and failing to provide timely forecasts to 
Qwest for services or facilities when such forecasts are required to reasonably provide services or facilities. 

HEREIN DO NOT NECESSARILY REFLECT THE VIEWS OF QWEST COMMUNICATIONS. 
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data, or any subset thereof, will be transmitted, without charge, to the CLEC in a mutually 
acceptable format, protocol, and transmission medium. 

Qwest will also provide the Commission a monthly report of aggregate CLEC performance results 
pursuant to the PAP by the 25th day of the month following the month for which performance 
results are being reported. Individual CLEC reports will also be available to the Commission upon 
request. Upon the Commission’s request, data files of the CLEC raw data, or any subject thereof, 
will be transmitted, without charge, to the Commission in a mutually acceptable format, protocol, 
and transmission form. By accepting this PAP, each CLEC consents to Qwest providing that 
CLEC’s report and raw data to State Commissions upon the Commission’s request. 

15.0 Reviews 

Every six (6)  months, Qwest, CLECs, and the Commission shall review the performance 
measurements to determine whether measurements should be added, deleted, or modified; whether 
the applicable benchmark standards should be modified or replaced by parity standards; and 
whether to move a classification of a measure to High, Medium, or Low or Tier-1 to Tier-2. 
Criteria for review of performance measurements, other than for possible reclassification, shall be 
whether there exists an omission or failure to capture intended performance, and whether there is 
duplication of another measurement. The first six-month period will begin upon the FCC’s 
approval of Qwest’s 271 application for that particular state. Any changes to existing performance 
measurements and this PAP shall be by mutual agreement of the parties. 

Qwest will make the PAP available for CLECs until such time as the Commission finds it no 
longer necessary. In the event the requirement of Qwest to provide unbundled elements is lifted, 
the PAP shall be rescinded upon Commission approval. 

Page - 16 MODIFIED BY GEORGE FORD, Z-TEL COMMUNICATIONS. THE CHANGES CONTAINED 
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* Some PID Sub-Measurements are Tier1 only. 
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Performance Measurements Subject to Per Occurrence Payments With a Cap 

Pre-OrdedOrders 
Pre-Order/Order Response Time - PO-1 (Tier-l/Tier-2) 
LSR Rejection Notice Interval - PO-3 (Tier-1) 
Firm Order Confirmation on Time - PO-5 (some sub-measurements do not have caps) 
(Tier- l/Tier-2) 
Billing Completion Notification Timeliness - PO-7 (Tier-1) 

Billing 
Invoices Delivered within 10 Days - BI-2 (Tier-l/Tier-2) 
Billing Accuracy - Adjustments for Errors - BI-3 (Tier-1) 
Billing Completeness - BI-4 (Tier-l/Tier-2) 

Network Performance 
Trunk Bloclung - NI-1 (Tier-l/Tier-2) 

Performance Measurements Subject to Per Measure Payments 

Gateway Availability 
Availability of M A  - MA-GUI - GA-1 (Tier-2) 
Gateway Availability - MA-ED1 - GA-2 (Tier-2) 

Ordering & Provisioning 
Calls Answered within Twenty Seconds - OP-2 (Tier-2) 

Maintenance & Repair 
Calls Answered within Twenty Seconds - MR-2 (Tier-2) 

Page - 18 MODIFIED BY GEORGE FORD, Z-TEL COMMUNICATIONS. THE CHANGES CONTAINED 
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Arizona* 
Colorado 

Idaho 

Annual Cap on Qwest Payments 

260 114 
288 126 
68 30 

7 Attachment 3 

Iowa 
Minnesota 

I Annual Cap on Qwest Payments 

85 37 
246 108 

'(mi1libns) 
State I 1999ARMIS I Annual 

Montana 

1 Net Return 1 Procedural Cap 

44 20 
Nebraska 84 37 ~ ~~~ 

New Mexico 
North Dakota 

Oregon 
South Dakota 

Utah 
Washington 

89 39 
35 15 
132 58 
42 18 
128 56 
225 99 

Wyoming 
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34 15 

* The Arizona adjustment reflects Commission's represcription Decision No. 62507, Docket No. T- 
01051B-97-0689. Docket No. T-01051B-99-105 is the general rate case in which revenue recover 
of the increased depreciation expense is at issue. Upon final order in the rate case, the annual cap 
will be revised to reflect the offsetting revenues. 
** The New Mexico adjustment reflects the New Mexico Commission's interim rate order in 
Docket No. 3007. Permanent rates will be set in Docket No. 3008 and will be reflected in this 
adjustment when rates are final. 

Total Qwest 
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THE n Q W E S T  ARIZONA PERFORMANCE I 
ASSURANCE PLAN 

1.0 Introduction 

In conjunction with its applications to State Commissions for approval under Sedon 271 of 
the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (the “Acf’) to offer in-region long distance seivice, 
Qwest Corporation (“Qwest”) proposes the following Performance Assurance Plan (“PAP”). 
Qwest is committed to continued compliance with its Section 271 obligations. As proof of 
that commitment, Qwest is prepared to voluntarily enter into d + i q w - + - 2 ~ ~ ~  
monitoring and enforcement mechanism, as outlined below, as a demonstration of its 

I 
I 

m .  

conimitment to continlle to satisfy Section W z o f  the Act.’ 

The Qwest PAP mirrors the performance assurance plan approved by the Federal 
Conmiunications Commission (“‘FCC”) for Southwest Bell Telephone Compdny-Texas&. 

i e s  .- .... ........................ I of the 
State Commissions and the Company can be best utilized by avoiding a drawn out process of 
creating a performance assurance plan &om scratch. Therefore, Qwest has taken the 
extraordinary step of duplicating key elements of the approved Texas  plan^^^^^^.^^^^!!^^^^^^^^.^^^^ 

zriicdies 8 ~ L E & C ~  of S h i ~ j ~ j C D ~ j i n ~ s  in fhc ‘I’c.Y~s 1’1a11 kic{2r:>D:&s ~ ~ ~ I N O L L S  

~. 

The FCC has recognized that perforrnance assurance plans may vary widely fiom state to 
state, but that the key elements of any plan should fall within a “zone of reasonableness” such 
that the plans rovide incentives sufficient to foster on-going satisfaction of 271 
requirements! Rather than “reinvent” key elements, the m e s t  PAP adopts the.j?asig;, 
--Texas enforcement plan structure, including its statistical & . b h s - m  
-and m a y m e n t  &+&&de-+. Fuitherniore, the Qwest PAP puts at risk 
- 4434% of the Company’s “net revenues” derived fi-om local exchange services. 

2.0 Plan Structure 

The Qwest PAP is a two-tiered, self-executing remedy p1.m. The plan is developed to provide 
individual CLECs with Tier- 1 payments if Qwest does not provide parity between the service 
it provides to the CLEC and that which it provides to its retail custonieTs, or if Qwest fails to 
meet applicable benchmarks. In addition, the PAP provides w e s t  with additional incentives 
to satisfy parity and benchmark standards by requiring Qwest to niake Tier-2 payments- - 



payments to State Funds established by the State Conmissions--if Qwest fails to meet panty 
and ben&nark standards on an aggregate CLEC basis. Tier-2 payments are over and above 
the Tier- 1 payments made to individual CLECs. ’” I 
In the Qwest PAP, performance measurements are given different weightings to reflect 
relative importance by the designations of High Mediuni, and Low. Payment is generdly on 
a per occurrence basis, i.e., a set dollar payment times the number of non-conforming service 
events. For the perforniance measurements which do not lend themselves to per occurrence 
payment, payment is on a per measurenient basis, i.e., a set dollar payment. Thdexhf I .. 

~~~ - ..- ? .. 
~ 

a single t:not& alld 1:e:peati:d &iiares aCross molzths. 

i , - 

For perf‘ormance measurenients that have no @est retail analogue, agreed upon benchmarks 
are used. Benchinarks are evaluated using a “stdre and coinpare” method. For exaniple, if the 
benchmark is 95% or better, Qwest performance results must be at least 95% to meet the 
benchinark. When sample sizes are less than 100, percentage benchmark values will be 
adjusted to round the allowable number of misses to the next higher integer. For example, in 
the event of a 95% benchniark, the number of misses is 5% times the sample size, rounded up 
to the nearest integer. Berichrwk ~ C ~ S L K ~ S  are not iactuded for ‘~urposes of the Baianc~d 

3.0 Performance Measurements 

It is anticipated that each state fund will be established concurrently with the FCC’s approval ofthe respective 
State’s 27 1 application. 

’ The standard Z-test is based on normal statistical theory. If the sample size is large enough. the saniple mean 
will follow a known normal distribution that is dependent on the variance of the data and on the sainple size. A 
sample size of30 is generally considered sufficient, although the required minimum sample size is dependent on 
the statistical skewness of the data being sampled. The assumption of a norinal distribution is what allows the Z- 
test. \+%en the sample size becomes too small, the distribution ofthe sample mean is no longer normal andthe 
Z-test may not be reliable. In that event, other methods, a s  described below, may be appropriate. 



The Qwest PAP incorporates performance nieasurements that will ensure Qwest’s service 
performance to competitors can be measured and monitored so that any degradation of the 
agreed upon level of service is detected and corrected. CLECs operating in Qwest’s region 
offer services through several modes, including resale, interconnection, and the purcliase of 
unbundled network elements. The performance measurements incorporated into the Qwest 
PAP are broad based enough to cover all the modes of entry. 

Peiforniance measurements have been developed in the 271 collaborative workshops. Each 
of the measurements have been given a precise defmition, called a Performance Indicator 
Definition (“PID‘), that includes specification of the unit of measure, the data to be utilized in 
the measurement, and the standard. The standard niay be a parity coniparison of CLEC 
service pedorniance with the Qwest retail *analogue. When 110 retail analogue exists, the 
standard is a benchmark. The PIDs have been agreed to anlong Qwest, the CLECs, and 
participating State Coinniission staff menibers. 

The performance measurements incorporated into the Qwest PAP are shown in Attachment 1. 
Similar to the approved Texas plan, the measurement5 are designated as Tier- 1 ,  Tier-2, or 
both Tier- 1 and Tier-2. The measurements are also given a High, Medium, or Low 
designation, reflective of relative importance. Of the %-JBI> measurements that the parties 
have agreed to in the ROC PLD workshops, Qwest incorporates 34-xTT3ii of the measurements 
into the PAP.6 

4.0 Statistical Measurement 

Qwest proposes the use of a statistical test, namely the modified “Z-test,” for evaluating the 
difference between two means (i.e., Qwest and CLEC service or repair intervals) or two 
percentages (e.g., Qwest and CLEC proportions), to determine whether a parity condition 
exists between the results for Qwest and the CLEC(s). The modified Ztests are applicable if 
the number of data points are greater than 30 for a given measurement. For testing 
measurements for which the number of data points are 30 or less, Qwest may use a 
permutation test to determine the statistical significance of the difference between Qwest and 
CLEC(s). 

Qwest will be in confommce when the monthly pe,erformance results for parity measurements 
(whether in the form of means, percents, or proportions and at the equivalent level of 
disaggregation) are such that the calculated Z test statistics are not greater than al:e4&&~&4-. 
~ ~ ~ ~ . . - - g ~ ~ ~ ~ h ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ : ~ ~ ~ .  Qwest will be in confonntance 
with benchmark measurements when the monthly performance result equals or exceeds the 
benchmark if a higher value means better performance, and when the monthly performance 
result equals or is less than the benchmark if a lower value means better peerformance. 

Of the 20 PIDs not included in Qwest‘s PAP, 14 are diagnostic or parity by design. As such, it is not 
appropriate to include them in a performance assurance plan. The retnainitig 6 measurements are not included 
because they were riot requested by the CLEC‘s in the Arizona 271 perfomiance assurance workshops that are 
underway or are duplicative of other measiirements that are included. 



The following is the formula for determining parity using the Z test: 

MQWE~T = Qwest average or proportion 

MCLEC = CLEC average or proportion 

CJDII;F = SQRT [o'Qwest (I/ n CLEC + 1 /  n ~ ~ ~ ~ t ) ]  

o *ywesr = Calculated variance for Qwest 

nQwvest = number of observations or samples used in Qwest nieasurement 

~ICLEC = number of observations or samples used in CLEC nieasurement 

The Z tests will be applied to reported parity measurements that contain more than 30 data 
points. 

In calculating the difference between Qwest and CLEC performance, the above formulae 
apply when a larger Qwest value indicates a better level of perfomiance. In cases where a 
smaller Qwest value iiidicdtes a higher level of performance, the order is reversed, i.e., M C L E ~  
- MQWEST . 

For parity measurenients whm the perfonnance delivered to CLEC(s) is compared to Qwest 
performance and for which the number of data points is 30 or less, Qwest will apply a 
permutation test to test for statistical significance. Permutation analysis will be applied to 
calculate the z statistic using the following logic: 

Calculate the z statistic for the actual arrangement of the data 
Pool and mix the CLEC and Qwest data sets 
Periorni the following 1000 times: 

Randomly subdivide the pooled data sets into two pools, one the smie size as 
the original CLEC data set ( ~ L E C )  and one reflecting the remaining data 
points, and one reflecting the remaining data points, (which is equal to the size 
ofthe original Qwest data set or ~QWEST). 

Conipute and store the Z test score (ZS) for this san?ple. 
Count the nuniber of times the Z statistic for a perniutation of the data is greater than 
the actual Z statistic 
Compute the fi-adon of perniutations for which the statistic for the rearranged data is 
greater than the statistic for the actual samples 



If the fi-adon is greater than a, the significance level of the test, the hypothesis of no 
difference is not rejected, and the test is passed. 
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6.0 Tier-1 Payments to CLECs 

Tier- 1 payments to CLECs relate solely to the perfonnance ineasurenients desipated as Tier- 
1 on Attachinent 1. For purposes of calculating the amount of payments, the Tier- 1 
perfonnance mneasurenients are categorized as High, Medium, and Low. The amount of 
payments for nonconforming service vanes depending upon the High, Medium, and Low 
designations and upon the duration ofthe nonconforming condition, as described below. 
“Non-conforming” service is defined in section 4.0. 

6.2 Determination of the Amount of Payment: Tier- 1 payments to CLECs, except as provided 
for in section 10.0, are calculated ,and paid monthly based on the number of performance 
measurements exceeding the Critical 2-value 
Bxlanced Exdusiixt ‘l’2hk. t+~&-?h&--v+ik Payments will be made on either a per 
occurrence or per measurement basis, depending upon the performance measurenient, using 
the dollar anlounts, dur&ion fa‘actcrs, md severity fa‘act~s specified in Table 2 below. The 
dollar aniounts vary depending upon whether the performance measurement is desibmated 
High, Medium, or Low,-&scalate depending upon the number of consecutive months for 
which Qwest has not met the standard for the particular n i e a s u r e ~ n e n t , . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ . . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  
LIX percm~ay ciiBmmx IX~V~,WI ~tx pe~xn:mce ~f.t .he ILK; m d  CLEC ?- ........ .................” ....................................................... ................................................................................. 
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For those performance measurements listed on Attachment 2 as “Perforniance Measurenients 
Subject to Per Occurrence Payments With a Cap,” payment to a CLEC in a single month shall 
not exceed the amount listed in Table 2 below for the “Per Measurenient” category. For those 
performance measurements listed on Attachment 2 as “Performance Measurenients Subject to 
Per Measure Payments,” payment to a CLEC will be the amount set forth in Table 2 below 
under the section labeled “per measure.” l3otki . Per Clccnu~ence‘ and E’er A.feasure’ pa:;rrmt 
cxp:ps ape s&+ct to dupdiion ajd. scyt&v i&o~x, 

Per Measure/Cap 

Measurement Group 

TABLE 2: TIER-1 PAYMENTS TO CLECS 

I I I 
D u ~ ~ I  ~ O U  ‘f’ai;ti[s 

%w& Month 2 Month 3 Month 4 Month 5 Month i? 
- F .  II ‘k;f and 
?ilimeni each 



I I I I I I I following I 

7.0 Tier-2 Payments to State Funds 

Payments to State Fun& established by the State Regulatory Coinmissions under Tier-2 of the 
Qwest PAP provide additional incentive to correct on-going nonconformance. The payments 

, .  
~~~ , .. * . 

. . . . . . .  . .  , .. . , . "  . . Similar to the Tier- 1 . . . . . .  , , . I "> . A.., - ' L  . .  A * .. . - . . ,. 
structure, Tier-2 measurements are categorized as High, Medium, and Low and the amount of 
payments for nonconformance varies according to this categorization. 

7.1 Determination of Non-canforming Measurements: The determination of non- 
conformance will be based upon the aggregate of all CLEC data for each Tier-2 performance 
nieasurement. "Nonconforming" service is defmed in section 4.0. The number of 
performance measurements determined to be "non-conforming" and, therefore, eligible for 
Tier-2 payments, is limited according to the j.,A$..Critical %value 
r l ? ! . c l . t - h t . . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ! . ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ , ~ .  > -1 . . . . .  ,1 , . .  . .  . A , . ,  

 the . . .  -?-. .. 1 .  Critical Zvalue t w x m w - ~ t h e  satistical 

p ~ ~ . ~  

. .., .~ . 
- I  

- . .  . . . . .  . . .  , .  

. " .  
. . . . . . .  . . k ,  . . . .  

standard that determines for each 2a-ity performance measurement whether Qwest has met 

7.2 Determination of the Amount of Payment: Tier-2 payments are calcuhted and ptid 
monthly based on the number of performance measurements exceeding the Critical Zvdue i$ 

niade on either a per occmence or per nieasurement bask, whichever is applicable to the 
pedorniance measurement, using the dollar amounts specified in Table 3 below. Vie dollar 
amounts vary depending upon whether the peiformance measurement is designated High, 
Mediuni, or Low. Like 'her 1 pmmrrlts, 'riel 2 ~avmmts  t'ar\i' bv both the dura.atlcm and 

1.65- c ........... rl <;,.r Fil. : ! ~ - - ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ! ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ! . ~ ~ ~ ~ .  Paynient will be .......... 

~ 



For those Tier- 2 measurements listed in Attachment 2 as “Performance Measurements Subject 
to Per Measwernent Payment,” payment to a State Fund will be the aniount set forth in Table 
3 under the section labeled “per r n e a s ~ r e “ . , . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . . ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ u ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . . ~ ~ ~ . . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  

Measurement Group 
High 
Mediuni 
Low 

7.3 Use of the Funds: Qwest payments to the State Funds shall be used @-~&+ikw 

..., , .  , 
~~ 

2!2m!:. 

$75,000 
$30,000 
$20,000 

TABLE 3: TLER-2 PAYMENTS TO STATE FUNDS 

Per occurrence 
Measwenicnt Group I 
High $500 
Medium I $300 
Low $200 

Per Measurement/Car, 

8.0 Step by Step Calculation of Tier-1 Payments to CLECs 

The following describes step-by-step the calculation of Tier- 1 payments. The calculation will 
be performed monthly for each CLEC. 

8.1 Application of the &A&b-Exclusions: 

For each CLEC, deterniine the total number of Tier- 1 perfomimce measurements’ ’ that 
nieasme the service provided by Qwest for the month in question. From Table 1 in section 

~ ~ k ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  

. -. ,.. ~ : 5.0, determine for each CL.EC the -- . . I . _  

l o  For the purpose of determining the K value and Critical Z-values, each disaggregated category of a 
performance measiirement with a minimum saniple size of 10 counts as “one” measure. For instance, a 
performance rneasurenient that is disaggregated into 1 0  products, each further disaggregated into two geographic 
areas would count as “20” measurements. 



For each CLEC, identify the Tier- 1 periorniance measurements with a minbnutn sample size 
of 10 that Qwest’s service perfixmance is "noli-conforming" for the nionth in question, wing 
the Critical Z-valx-L?i.J-:i!S. I 
For the ! : ~ ~ ! ~ i l . ; ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ! ~ . p e r f o ~ i a n c e  measurenients that are identified as non-conforming, I 
group the measurements according to the High, Mediuni, and Low categories shown on 
Attachment 1. 

Within each High, Medi~mi, and Low group, sort the performance measnrenients in ascending 
order based on the number of data points or transactions used to develop the perforniance 
measurenient result (eg,  service orders, collocation requests, installations, trouble reports). 

The following qualifications apply to the general iule of excluding perfonnance 
measurements as described above. A perfbrniance niea.surement, for which the payment is on 
a per measure basis, will not be excluded unless the aniount of that nieasure’s payment is less 
than the payment that would result for each remaining measure. ~-p@&>fi%arm?. 

8.2 Performance Measurements for which Payment is Per Occurrence: 

The following describes the calculation of Tier- 1 payments to CLECs in which payment is 
based upon a per occurrence dollar aniount. 

8.2.1 Performance Measurements that are Averages or Means: 

Step 1: For edch perfomance measurement, calculate the average or the mean that would 
yield the Critical Zvalue.~;!f.-~,fi~. Use the sanie denominator as the one used in calculating 
the 2- statistic for the measure. ~ . ~ ~ . ~ ~ ; d z i ; n ; a ~ ~ . . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ 6 ~ . ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . . ~ a ~ ~ ~ . ~  



Step 2: Calculate the percentage differences between the actual averages and the calculated 
averages. The calculation is % diff = (CLEC result - Calculated Value)/CalcLlated Value. 

Step 3: For each performance nirasurement, niultiply the total number of data points by the 
percentage calculated in the previous step and the per occurrence dollar amounts taken from 
the Tier- 1 Payment Table to determine the payment to the CLEC for each nonconfomiing 
performance measurement. 

8.2.2 Performance Measurements that are Percentages: 

Step 1 : For each performance measurement, calculate the percentage that would yield the 
Critical Z v a l u e u .  Use the same denominator as the one used in calculating the 2 
statistic for the measure. c ; ~ ~ ~ ; g ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ a l . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  

Step 3: For each perfoimance measurement, niultiply the total number of data points by the 
difference in percentage calculated in the previous step and the per occui~ence dollar aniount 
taken fi-oni the Tier- 1 Payment Table to determine the payment to the CLEC for each non- 
conforming peiformance measurement. 

8.2.3 Performance Measurements that are Ratios or Proportions: 

Step 1 : For each performance measurement, calculate the ratio that would yield the Ciitical 
Z-value. Use the same denominator as the one used in calculating the Zstatistic for the 
nieasure. (For benchmark measurements, use the benchmark value.) 

Step 2: Calculate the absidm+~ercc~it.n~a~e difference between the actual rate for the CLEC 
and the calculated ~ t e . ~  

Step 3: For each perfomiance measurement, niultiply the total number of data points by the 
difference calculated in the previous step and the per occurrence dollar amount taken from the 
Tier- 1 Payment Table to determine the payment to the CLEC for each nonconforn+ng 
perfonnance measureinent. 

8.3 Performance Measurements for which Payment is Per Measure: For each performance 
measurement that Qwest fails to meet the standard, the payment to the CLEC is the dollar 
mount shown on the “per measure” portion of the Tier- 1 Payment Table. 

In all calciilstions ofpercent differences in sections 8.0 and 9.0, the calculated percent differences is capped at I I  

100%. 



9.0 Step by Step Calculation of Tier-2 Payments 

The fbllowing describes step by step the calculation of Tier-2 payments. The calculation will 
be perfonned monthly using the aggregate CLEC perfomiance results. All Tier-2 payments 
will be made to a designated state fund. 

Determine the total number of Tier-2 performance 
provided by Qwest to all CLECs for the month in question. From Table 1 in section 5.0. 

that measure the service 

determine the -- to be used below. I 
Iden@ the Tier-2 performance measurenient for which Qwest’s service performance is non- 
conforming for the nionth in question, using the Critical Z v a l u e G m .  I 

9.1 Pedormance Measurements for which Payment is Per Occurrence: 

The following describes the calculation of Tier-2 payments to the State Fund in which 
payment is based upon a per occurrence dollar amount. 

9.1.1 Performance Measurements that are Averages or Means: 

Step 1 : Calculate the monthly average or the mean for each performance measurement that 
would yield the Critical &value -for each month. Use the same denominator as the 
one used in calculating the Zstatistic for the measure. (For benchmark measurements, use 
the benchmark value.) 

Step 2: Calculate the percentage difference between the actual averages and the calculated 
averages for each month. The calculation for parity measurements is o/o d2T= (actual average 
- calculated average)/calculated average. ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ : ~ ~ : ~ - - ~ . ~ ~ ~ - ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ - ~  

For the putpose of determining the Critical 2-value, each disaggregated category of a performance 
measurement with a ininitnuin sample size of 1 0  counts as ”one” measure. For instance. a performance 
tneasurement that is disaggregated into 10 products, each further disaggregated into two geographic areas would 
count as “20” measurements. 

L ?  



Step 3: For each perfomiance measurenient, niultiply the total nuniber of data points each 

; . . -A. . . . . . . . .  ( I ' ,  ' '. Maultiply the;!$ result by the per occurrence 
dollar anicwnt taken from the Tier-2 PaynientTable to deterniine the payment to the State 
Fund for each non-confonning peifonnance measurement. 

..., month by the percentage calculated in the previous step. A. , . .  A ,  

9.1.2 Performance Measurements that are Percentages: 

Step I: For each performance measurement, calculate the monthly percentage that would 
yield the Critical Z-value o f f i x  each month. Use the same denominator as the one used 
in calculating the Z-statistic for the measure. (For benchniarlr measmments, use the 
bmchniark value.) 

Step 2: Calculate the pei:cmP~pe diffmeiice between the actual percentages and the calculated 
percentages for each &iw.4+wt+non- conforming n r ~ ~ ~ . : u 9 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ B e .  'The cnlcuhti~tjan is 94 djff L= 

.,, t .  . .  ,'I ;.,.r.. .,.,. ..... .< 

(cL,E{: ?,G re& _._ C&&pcj & .jY&ie ').! 'Ca~~&p~] y.; ~ ; & - . ~  , . 
5 . . . . . . .  

. . , . .  L . , .  &This -.. . . . .  7.Y. .  . 7 , .  formula is applicabie where . .,,. . .L  . . 
. . . . . . . . . . . . .  . * . 

a high value is indicative of poor performance. The formula is reversed where high 
perfi-mwance is indicative of good perforniance. 

Step 3: For each pe~orniance nieasurement, niultiply the total number of daPa points h-e%h 

~ ~ - . ~ ~ : ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ . ~ # ~ ~ . - ~ ~ ~ t i p l y  th& result by the per 
occurrence dollar amounts taken fhm the Tier-2 Payment Table to determine the payment to 
the State Fund for each now conforming performance measurement. 

&&J.Vfl*% i~e&h-by the diiyerence in percentage calculated in the previous step. &&tP.l&&k 
\, 

9.1.3 Performance Measurements that are Ratios or Proportions: 

Step I: For each perfomiance nieasurement, calculate the ratio that would yield the Critical 
2-value o f f o r  each month. Use the sanie denoniinator as the one used in calculating the 
Z-statistic for the measure. (For benchnark measurements, use the benchmark value.) 

Step 2: Calculate the difference between the aclud rate for the CLEC rmd the calculated rate 
for each month of the no% conforming three-month period. ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ! ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ! ~ ~ ~ ~ ! ~ . ~ ~ . - ~ . ~ . ~ ~ ~ ! ~ . ~  

f . , r . :  > This formula is applicable where a 
high value is indicative of poor performance, The formula is reversed where high 
perfhrmance is indicative of good petfonnance. 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . . ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ! ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ! ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ .  , : .  . , - (.-. .: 'I . . . . . . . . . . .  ...... .i .. . . .  .- ., . ,  . .  

Step 3: For each performance measurement, multiply the total nuniber of data points by the 

+Multiply . . . . . . .  , - I  - -,> ...... the result by the per occurrence dollar 
anwunts taken fi-on1 the Tier-2 Payment Table to deterniine the payment to the State Fund for 
each non-conforming perfomiaiice measurement. 

.- digerence calculated in the previous step for each month. 'a A .  

. . .  ........ . . . . . . . .  .I ... 

9.2 Perfomiance Measurements that Payment is Per Measure: 



For each performance measurenient that Qwest fails to meet the standard, the payment to the 
State Fund is the dollar aniount shown on the “per measure” portion of the Tier-2 Payment 
Table. 

10.0 Low Volume an& Developiw Markets 

11.0 Payment 

Payments to CLECs or the State Fund shall be niade one month following the due date of the 
perforniance nieasurenient report for the inonth fix which payment is being made. 



-the . ,- , .... . . * State Fund will be made via check or wire transfer. -.. . ,,- .v 
. in ’ 



12.0 Cap on Tier-1 and Tier-2 Payments 

Federal Communications Cornmission, CC Docket No. 99-404, Memorandum Opiniori and Order, December 
22, 1999, Para. 436 and footnote 1332; Federal Communications Commission, CC Docket No. 00-65, 
Memorandum Opinion arid Order. June 30,2000. Para 424. 

22, 1999. Para. 436 and footnote 1332; Federal Communications Cornmission, CC Docket No. 00-65, 
Meniorandurn Opinion and Order. June 30.2000, Para 424. 

Federal Communications Cornmission, CC Docket No. 99-404, Memorandum Opiniori and Order, December I4 
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13.0 Limitations 

13.1 Qwest’s PAP shall not become available m a State mh++w&-until- 
......................................................................................................................................................... C ~ E W L ~ W ~ L  The Pian sMf lie in effect s~~.-mmI~s nrior to a 271 filing -__ b&re .............. the FCC 

Examples ofbad faith conduct include, but are not limited to: unreasonably holding service orders andor 
applications, “dumping” orders or applications in unreasonable large batches, “dumping” orders or applications 
at or near the close ofa business day, on a Friday evening or prior to a holiday, and failing to provide timely 
forecasts to Qwest for services or facilities when such forecasts are required to reasonably provide services or 
facilities. 
l 6  Examples of bad faith conduct include, but are not limited to: unreasonably holding service orders and/or 
applications, “dumping” orders or applications in unreasonable large batches, “dumping” orders or applications 
at  or near the close of a business day, on a Friday evening or prior to a holiday, and failing to provide timely 



forecasts to Qwest for services or facilities when such forecasts are required to reasonably provide services or 
facilities. 
Page - 21- . .'. ,_ .-, ? . -? MCl'l)iF[ED f.3Y QEi?iK$E [-'<%D., .z-xx. CCJM MUNIC:ATICwj. 



14.0 Reporting 

Upon FCC 271 approval for a state, Qwest will provide CLECs whc-tse irmsactiaw i ~ e  
monitored ‘b\i. the J”r\P, . - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 3 ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . a  

monthly report of Qwest’s performance for the measurements identified in the PAP by the 
25 th day of the month fbllowing the month for which performance results are being reported. 
In a d d i t i ~ ~  t : ~  ik deiwipiive &&tics h r  &e i x z w c s .  tk repxt duil i~~A:rude thc ptjmeat. .................................................... .................................................................................. .............................................. ................. 4, 

~ j f  .$... 
@est will collect, analyze, and report performance &td for the 

niedsurenients listed on Attdchent 1 in accordance with the niost recent version of the 
Service Pei-forniance Indicator Deftnitions (PLD). Upon a CLEC’s request, data files of the 
CLEC’s raw data, or any subset thereof, will be transmitted, without charge, to the CLEC in a 
mutually acceptable format, protocol, and transmission mediuni. 

Qwest will also pmvide the Conimission a inonthly report of aggregate CLEC performance 
results pursuant to the PAP by the 25th day of the month following the month for which 
perforniance results are being reported. lndividwl CLEC reports will also be available to the 
Commission upon request. Upon the Coinmission’s request, data files of the CLEC raw data, 
or any subject thereof, will be transmitted, without charge, to the Coinniission in a inutually 
acceptable format. protocol, and transniission fomi. By accepting this PAP, each CLEC 
consents to Qwest providing that CLEC’s report and raw data to State Conmissions upon the 
Commission’s request. 

15.0 Reviews 



Every six (6) months. Qwest, CLECs, and the Cornniission shall review the performance 
measuremnts to determine whether measurements should be added, deleted, or modified; 
nhether the applicable benchmark standards should be modified or replaced by parity 
standards; and whether to inwe a classification of a measure to High, Medium, or Low or 

~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ j ; . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ - ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ . . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ . . ~ ~ t ~ a  for review of peifonnance 
nieasurements, other than for possible reclassification, shall be whether there exists an 
omission or failure to capture intended peiformance, and whether there is duplication of 
another measurement. The first six-month period will begin upon the FCC’s approval of 
Qwest’s 27 1 application for that prtrticular state. Any changes to existing performance 
measurements and this PAP shall be by mutual agreement of tlie pdrties. 

. . ,  . ,  1 .  . . ..: . . . , ,  < I  . , . .  , .  Tjer-l to Tier-2. 
. , . . . . w .  ..%. . . _... ._ . . . ,.. . . . 

16.0 Voluntary Performance Assurance Plan 



Attachment 1 : Tier- 1 and Tier-2 Performance Measurements 

* Some PID Sub-Measurements are Tier1 only. 



Attachment 2 

Performance Measurements Subject to Per Occurrence Payments With a Cap 

Pre-Order/Orders 
Pre-OrderiOrder Response Tinic - PO- 1 (Tier- lflier-2) 
LSR Rejection Notice Interval - PO-3 (Tier-1) 
Firm Order C o d i t i o n  on Time - PO-5 (some sub-ineasureinents do not have caps) 
(Tier- l/Tier-2) 
Billing Conipletion Notification Tiineliiiess - PO-7 (Tier- 1) 

Billing 
Invoices Delivered within 10 Days - BT-2 (Tier-UTier-2) 
Billing Accuracy - Adjustments for Errors - BI-3 (Tier-1) 
Billing Conipleteness - BI-4 (Tier- I/Tier-2) 

Network Performance 
Trunk Bloclting - N1-1 (Tier-IXier-2) 

Performance Measurements Subject to Per Measure Paynients 

Gateway Availability 
Availability of IMA - LMA-GUI - GA-1 (Tier-2) 
Gatcway Availability - MA-ED1 - GA-2 (Tier-2) 

Ordering & Provisioning 
Calls Answered within Twenty Seconds - OP-2 (Tier-2) 

Mainlenance & Repair 
Calls Answered within Twenty Seconds - MR-2 (Tier-2) 



Attachment 3 

Annual Cap on Qwest Payments 
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* The Arizona adjustment rcflects Commission's reprcscription Decision No. 62507, Docket No. T- 
01051 B-97-0689. Dockct No. T-0105 1B-99-105 is tlic general rate case in which revenue rccover 
of llic iiicrcased dcpreciation expcnsc is at issue. Upon final ordcr m tlic rate case, llic annual cap 
will be revised to reflect the offsetting revenues. 
** The New Mexico adjustmcnt reflects the New Mexico Conmission's interim rate order in 
Dockct No. 3007. Perniaiicnt rates will bc sct in Docket No. 3008 and will bc reflccted in this 
adjustment wlicn ratcs arc final. 





EXHIBIT 4 





EXHIBIT 5 



T = Number of Statistical Tests Performed (excluding benchmarks) 
F = Number of Observed Test Failures (z > 1.65) 
N = Average CLEC Si 

Number 
of Tests 

T 

10 
20 
30 
40 
50 
60 
70 
80 
90 
100 
110 
120 
130 
140 
150 
160 
170 
180 
190 
200 
250 
300 
350 
400 
450 
500 
550 
600 
650 
700 
750 
800 
850 
900 
950 

- 
Parity-Null 
iritical Valu 

K 

2 
3 
4 
4 
5 
6 
7 
7 
8 
9 
9 
10 
11 
11 
12 
13 
13 
14 
15 
15 
18 
21 
24 
27 
30 
33 
36 
39 
42 
45 
48 
50 
53 
56 
59 

)le Size for All Metrics or Potentially Excluded Metrics 

Expected 
Type I 

Failures 
CZT 

0 
1 
1 
2 
2 
3 
3 
4 
4 
5 
5 
6 
6 
7 
7 
8 
8 
9 
9 
10 
12 
15 
17 
20 
22 
25 
27 
30 
32 
35 
37 
40 
42 
45 
47 

F < K  

0 
1 
1 
2 
2 
3 
3 
4 
4 
5 
5 
6 
6 
7 
7 
8 
8 
9 
9 
10 
12 
15 
17 
20 
22 
25 
27 
30 
32 
35 
37 
40 
42 
45 
47 

Exclusions 

F 
N c= 1,450 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
n 

K 
N > 1,450 

0 
1 x(1 -F/T) 
1 x(1 -F/T) 

2x(1  -F/T) 
2 ~ ( 1  -F/T) 

3 ~ ( 1  -F/T) 
3 ~ ( 1  -F/T) 
4 x ( 1  -F/T) 
4 x ( 1  -F/T) 
5 x ( 1  -F/T) 

6 x ( 1  -F/T) 

7 x ( 1  -F/T) 

8 x ( 1  -F/T) 
8 x ( 1  -F/T) 
9 x ( 1  -F/T) 
9 x ( 1  -F/T) 

12x(1 -F/T 

5 ~ ( 1  -F/T) 

6 ~ ( 1  -F/T) 

7 ~ ( 1  -F/T) 

IOx(1 -F/T 

1 5 ~ ( 1  -F/T 
1 7 ~ ( 1  -F/T 
!Ox(1 -F/T 
!2x( I -F /T  
!5 x (1 - F/T 
!7 x (1 - F/T 
30 x (1 - F/T 
32 x (1 - F/T 
35 x (1 - F/T 
37 x (1 - F/T 
10 x (1 - F/T 

15 x (1 - F/T 
17 x (1 - F/T 

12 x (1 - F/T 

1000 62 50 50 

of failed tests to the K value. If FCK, then the null hypothesis of parity service is 
accepted and uT exclusions are provided the ILEC (the expected number of 
Type I failures). If F>K, then the null hypothesis of parity service is rejected and 
the exclusions are adjusted to account for Type II error. If the average sample 
size for the CLEC is less than or equal to 1,450, then no measures are excluded 
because Type II error exceeds Type I error. For average CLEC sample sizes 
greater than 1,450, Type I1 error is small enough to ignore. However, the 
exclusions should be adjusted by the percent of passed tests (1 - F/T). 

DCOI/HAZZM/I 38570.1 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I, Charles M. Hines 111, hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing “Comments 
on Remaining Issues Regarding the Performance Plan in Arizona; A2 Dock$ No. T- 
00000A-97-0238” was delivered by overnight delivery or first-class mail this 29 day of 
January, 2001 to the individuals on the following list: 

Andrew D. Crain 
Steven R. Beck 
Qwest Communications, Inc. 
1801 California Street, # 5100 
Denver, Colorado 80202 

Maureen Arnold 
U S WEST Communications, Inc. 
3033 N. Third Street, Room 1010 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012 

Timothy Berg 
Fennemore Craig 
3003 N. Central Ave., Suite 2600 
Phoenix, Arizona 85016 

Richard S. Wolters 
AT&T Communications of the 
Mountain States, Inc. 
1875 Lawrence Street, Room 1575 
Denver, Colorado 80202 

Joan Burke 
Osborn Maledon 
2929 N. Central Avenue, 2 1 st Floor 
P.O. Box 36379 
Phoenix, Arizona 85067-6379 

Michael M. Grant 
Gallagher and Kennedy 
2600 N. Central Avenue 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-3020 

Mark Dioguardi 
Tiffany and Bosco PA 
500 Dial Tower 
1850 N. Central Avenue 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

Joyce Hundley 
United States Department of Justice 
Antitrust Division 
1401 H Street NW, Suite 8000 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Karen Johnson 
Penny Bewick 
Electric Lightwave, Inc. 
4400 NE 77th Avenue 
Vancouver, Washington 98662 

Jeffrey W. Crockett 
Thomas L. Mumaw 
Snell & Wilmer 
One Arizona Center 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-0001 

Darren Weingard 
Stephen H. Kukta 
Sprint Communications Company, L.P. 
External Affairs, West5F Region 
1850 Gateway Drive, 7 Floor 
San Mateo, Claifornia 94404 

Carrington Phillips 
Cox Communications 
1400 Lake Hearn Drive, N.E. 
Atlanta, Georgia 303 19 

Thomas H. Campbell 
Lewis & Roca 
40 N. Central Avenue 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Bill Haas 
Richard Lipman 
McLeodUS A 
6400 C Street, SW 
Cedar Rapids, Iowa 54206-3 177 

Richard Smith 
Cox California Telecom, Inc. 
Two Jack London Square 
Oakland, California 94697 

Richard M. Rindler 
Morton J. Posner 
Swidler Berlin Shereff Freidman, LLP 
3000 K Street, N.W., Suite 300 
Washington, D.C. 20007 
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Michael W. Patten 
Brown & Bain 
2901 N.Centra1 Avenue 
P. 0. Box 400 
Phoenix, Arizona 85001-0400 

Charles Kallenbach 
American Communications Services, Inc. 
13 1 National Business Parkway 
Annapolis Junction, Maryland 20701 

Karen L. Clauson 
Thomas F. Dixon 
MCI WorldCom, Inc. 
707 17th Street, #3900 
Denver, Colorado 80202 

Scott Wakefield 
RUCO 
2828 N. Central Avenue, Suite 1200 
Phoenix, Anzona 85004 

Daniel Waggoner 
Davis Wright Tremaine 
2600 Century Square 
150 1 Fourth Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98101-1688 

Alaine Miller 
NEXTLINK Communications, Inc. 
500 108th Avenue NE, Suite 2200 
Bellevue, WA 98004 

Douglas Hsiao 
Rhythms NetConnections 
7337 S. Revere Pkwy, Suite 100 
Englewood, CO 801 12 

Jim Scheltma 
Blumenfeld & Cohen 
1615 Massachusetts Ave., Suite 300 
Washington, DC 20036 

Raymond S. Heyman 
Randall H. Warner 
Roshka Heyman & DeWulf 
Two Arizona Center 
400 N. Fifth St., Suite 1000 
Phoenix, AZ 85004 

Mark N. Rogers 
Excel1 Agent Services, LLC 
2175 W. 14th St. 
Tempe, AZ 85281 

Mark P. Trinchero 
Davis Wright Tremaine 
1300 SW Fifth Ave., Suite 2300 
Portland, OR 97201-5682 

Bradley Carroll 
Cox Arizona Telecom, LLC 
1550 W. Deer Valley Rd. 
Phoenix, AZ 85027 

Diane Bacon 
Communications Workers of America 
Arizona State Council 
District 7 AFL-CIO, CLC 
5818 N. 7th St., Suite 206 
Phoenix, AZ 85032 

Robert S. Tanner 
Davis Wright Tremaine LLP 
17203 N. 42nd St. 
Phoenix, AZ 85032 

Gena Doyscher 
Global Crossing Local Services, Inc. 
1221 Nicollet Mall, Suite 300 
Minneapolis, MN 55402 

Karen L. Clauson 
Eschelon Telecom, Inc. 
730 2nd Ave. S., Suite 1200 
Minneapolis, MN 55402 

Janet Livengood 
Z-Tel Communications, Inc. 
601 S. Harbour Island Blvd. 
Tampa, FL 33602 

Deborah Scott 
Utilities Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 W. Washington St. 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Jerry Rudibaugh 
Hearing Officer 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 W. Washington St. 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Mark A. DiNunzio 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 W. Washington St. 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 
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Christopher Kempley 
Legal Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 W. Washington St. 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Maureen Scott 
Legal Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 W. Washington St. 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Charles M. Hines I11 
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